ABSTRACT: The identification of the plant Kebuka is probed here by interpreting the classical texts in Ayurveda.
The commentators Indu, Arunadatta and Candranandana do not make any comment on it Hemadri also does not gloss on it. Hemadri also does not gloss on it, through he says it is well known. In the lexicographical works like the Dhanvantari Nighantu and Raja Nighantu, the plant has not been found mentioned. In this connection, I would like to mention here that costus speciosus (Koen.) Sm. Is the botanical source of Canda according to the physicians of Kerala. It may also be noted that the rhizomes of costus speciosus are not used in kerala as a substitute of Langali, the real source of which is gloriosa superb Linn.
Curiously enough, S.R. Godbole et al have equated kembuka with Brassica oleraceae Linn var. Capitata-the common cabbage.
Though the cabbage is now cultivated in India especially on the hills and in the plains where cold climatic conditions prevail, it is a native of Europe.
In as much as Brassica oleracea Linn. Var. Capitata is considered to be introduced and not truly indigenous to India, I think it cannot be the kebuka (same as Kemuka or Kemuka) of the ancient classical works of Caraka, Susruta and Vahata.
Further, it may be noted that the cabbage was not available in Malabar till recently, though it can be purchase from the markets at present in most of the important towns. When considering the general properties ascribed to the bitter group of vegetables, both the plants, viz. Zingiber Zerumbet Sm. And Curcuma amada Roxb., have an equal claim to be the Kebuka of our classical texts. As such, these two plants may be accepted as the botanical sources of the two varieties of Kebuka, and any one of them may be used.
